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Data Switching: an element tha. provides
data services (e.g., frame relay )r ATM)
switching functionality

Intelligent Network and Advan·;ed Intelligent
Network

Operator Services and DirectoJ y Assistance.

Operations Support Systems: he back office
and business processes requirell for order
processing, provisioning and in'itallation,
trouble resolution, maintenanc( , customer
care, monitoring service qualit\ , recording,
and billing
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require minor development work.

The purchasing carrier's facilities would
interface on a OS I frame or patch panel to
the appropriate switch ports. ILECs
currently possess the technical capability to
provide interconnections to these elements.

The ILEC switch port should be connectable
to the purchasing carrier's IN and AIN, to
allow the purchasing carrier's switch to use
that IN and AIN. Current Bellcore standards
exist for fLEC connection to this element.

OS and DA require the use of transport,
switching, and other elements to provide
routing to particular databases. All such
routing can be performed and all the
elements used have already been defined by
the ILEe. (The same is true for 911.)

These are essential for access to functional
network elements. ILECs have
demonstrated the technical feasibility of such
elements through so-called "electronic
bonding" with IXCs and other ILECs.
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Diagram 1: Unbundled Network Elements
Technically Feasible Today
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B. Unbundled Elements Must Be Available on a Nondiscriminatory Basis, and May Be
Combined to Provide relecommunications Services

MCI agrees with the Nt. rice's tentative conclusions for unbundled elements:

• [77] The Commission ( I) is obligated to identify network elements that ILECs should
unbundle and make avaJlable to requesting carriers; (2) should identify a minimum set of
elements that ILECs ml st unbundle for any requesting telecommunications carrier; and
(3) to the extent necessary, should establish additional or different unbundling
requirements in the futu -e as services, technology, and the needs of competing carriers
evolve.

• [78] States may require additional unbundling of LEC networks, and parties may negotiate
additional elements

• [86] ILECs are requirec to provide requesting carriers the ability to obtain a particular
element's functionality f lr a fee and there must be a separate charge for each purchased
element

• [97] Further unbundling of the local loop should be required

• [98] ILECs should pro\ i.de unbundled local switching capability as a network element

• [104-105] ILECs shoul,· be required to provide access to unbundled transport facilities as
network elements.

• [107] Requiring the ILl Cs to unbundle their signaling systems and databases is consistent
with the intent of the 1c:;I6 Act

• [116] ILECs should beequired to unbundle operator call completion services and other
network elements incluced in the statutory definition of network elements, including
subscriber numbers and information sufficient for billing and collection or used in the
transmission, routing, 0 other provision of a telecommunications service.

In addition, MCI proposes the allowing

• [79] The Commission sllould adopt a national rule requiring ILECs to fully implement the
minimum requirements prerequisites) for nondiscriminatory access to the unbundled
elements (listed in Tablt 2) within six months of the conclusion of initial negotiations and
arbitration, with explici1 penalties for failure to implement
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• [98] The Commission should require ILECs to provide an unbundled local switching
(ULS) element as define i and described herein

• [104] The Commission ~ hould require ILECs to make dark fiber available as a separate
transport subelement

• [107] The Commission,hould require ILECs to provide telecommunications carriers
nondiscriminatory acces: to all the databases listed in Table 3.

• [108] The Commission should require ILECs to provide immediate access to two
interconnection points tbat are available today (1) ILEC Service Switching Point (SSP) to
non-LEC Service Contn ,I Point (SCP), and (2) non-LEC SSP trigger control at the LEC
switch, and should refer implementation of the remaining interfaces specified in the IILC
Issue #026 consensus dccument to an established technical forum, closely monitoring the
activities of the forum tc ensure that implementation of access to the remaining interface
points is accomplished ~. ithin six months of the end of an initial negotiation or arbitration
process.

1. National Rules '\'lust Do More Than Identify Core Elements

[79] The Commission's entative conclusions provide an excellent framework for

identifying the ILEC network el ~ments to be unbundled, but by themselves would not meet the

Commission's obligations under the Act because they are insufficient to ensure nondiscriminatory

access to those elements in a me nner that allows requesting carriers to combine them to provide

telecommunications services (St ction 251(c)(3)) The latter will require proper pricing,!2/

technical standards, means to cc mbine the elements, and access to information and operations

support systems needed for non liscriminatory quality of service, order processing, provisioning

and installation, trouble resoluti, Ill, maintenance, customer care, monitoring of service quality,

recording, and billing. The Con mission should require strict time frames for accomplishing these

Pricing issues will be dis :ussed in Section V, infra
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[79] For most network elements, technical standards already are well developed, but have

not been applied specifically tc unbundled elements Also, means exist for combining elements,

but those means (such as "1001 transport" to take traffic from unbundled local loops at the ILEC's

central office to the competing carrier's switch) often have not been made available to competing

carriers. Information and opel itions support systems also exist, but have been constructed to

serve the needs of an ILEC in monopoly environment, not the needs of interconnecting carriers

and an ILEC in a competitive \ne. These prerequisites for nondiscriminatory access remain in the

control of the ILECs, who hav ~ no incentive to make the necessary modifications. It would be a

great burden for competing cal riers to have to negotiate for each of these prerequisites on a state-

by-state basis, with no regulatl ry requirements to balance the unequal bargaining power of the

carrier seeking interconnection and with a likely inconsistency of outcome across states that

would raise entrants' costs T( lessen this burden, and to provide guidance to both the

negotiating parties and the stat ~ commissions, the Commission should set national rules of

engagement that address each of these prerequisites MCI has identifed these minimum

requirements in Table 2 l§'

MCI discussed technic," feasibility issues relating to unbundled elements in Section lILA
of the comments.
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TABLE 2

MINIMUM REQUIR :MENTS TO ENSURE NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO

UNBUNDLED ELE~' !':NTS, INTERCONNECT[ON, COLLOCATION, AND RESALE

5/16/96

The FCC should implement, as part 0 this proceeding, the following rules and requirements that ILECs must meet

o All unbundled network elem ~nts must be priced at TSLRIC

o The ILEC must make all unl llldled elements, interconnection, collocation, and wholesale services available to
purchasing carriers immedia ely

o The ILEC must meet all req\ lrements to ensure nondiscrimillatory access to the unbundled elements,
interconnection, collocation md wholesale services, as enunciated in this proceeding, within six months of the
conclusion of the negotlatiOJ; and arbitration process

o All unbundled elements can le purchased and used in combinations

o \X/here equipment must be plced in an ILEC facility to allow the purchasing carrier to use an element or to
combine clements, the ILEC must allow such placement as long as the equipment meets industry standards

o The purchasing carrier must lave parity with the ILEC III access to features, operations, interfaces,
redundancies, and quality of lelvvork elements

o All facilities, equipment, fea '.Ires, functions, and capabilities III unbundled elements, interconnection
arrangements, collocation aI angements, and wholesale services must conform to all applicable Bellcore and
ANSI requirements specific II the type of service provided

Ordering, Provisioning, and Installat], Il

o The ILEC must provide a re I-time automated pre-service ordering system interface.

o The ILEC must provide a reI-time automated provisioning service order interface and confirmation.

o The ILEC must provide a re I-time automated service order confirmations/status.

o The ILEC must provide pro\ ISloning support 7 days a week, 24 hours a day

o The ILEC must provide a re I-time automated process for ordering and provisioning individual elements,
combinations of elements, 11' erconnection, collocation, and wholesale services.

o The ILEC must provide all Ii st and tum-up procedures III support of unbundled elements/combinations,
interconnection, collocatIon md wholesale services

o The ILEC must notifY the p\' chaslllg camer pnor to disconnect of any unbundled elements/combinations,
interconnection, coliocatIonmd wholesale services.

o All contacts that the IU:C h, with the purchasing carrier's customers when performing tasks relating to
unbundled element or n:sol, ,erVlces at the customer's premises should be identified with the purchasing
carrier's brand.
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Billing

o The ILEC must provide the 'urchasing carrier local usage mformation in standard EMR format daily.

o The ILEC must provide con Jctitively-neutral inter-company hilling processes.

5/16/96

Customer Account Record Exchange CARE) and Account Maintenancc

o All customers must be able ) use the existing 611 dialing protocol to access the repair center of their local
service provider.

o The ILEC must list CLEC CI stomers in directory assistance free of charge, must provide unbranded
operator/directory assistancl services or pass the operator handled/directory assistance call to the CLEC, and
must providc the informatiol m the database to the CLEC

o The industry must implemeI a competitively-neutral IXC PIC process

o The industry must implemeI a competitively-neutral Local PIC process

o The [LEC must list CLEC c: ,tomers in the white pages directorv at no cost.

Maintenance

o The ILEC must provide pun hasing carriers read and write access to the ILEC maintenance and trouble report
system, including, but not liI nted to, the following systems and/or fUnctionality: trouble reporting/dispatch
capability~ repair status and onfirmations; planned/unplanned outage reports initiated by the ILEC

Access Billing

o CLECs have the right to bill !XCs for access to their end users' local loops

o The ILEC must provide theLEC, using the EMR standard, the usage information needed for the CLEC to
perform access billing.

Information

o The ILEC must provide the lurehasing carrier all information needed for parity, including, but not limited to:
identification, description, aId engineering information on all elements, interconnection facilities, collocation
facilities, and wholesale sences; service address guide; network points of interconnection; list of telephone
exchanges; switch locations data needed to control fraud; engineering changes associated with the ILEC's
network elements and deplo' ment of new technologies, reports on install time frames, average length of
outages, and percentage of C til failures for own customers vs CLEC customers; pricing and service
information in the agreemen .; lLECs make with each CLEe rate and feature information in a published tariff

o The lLEC must provide the: nrchasing carrier negotiated performance metrics, with results reviewed quarterly
or on an as needed basis
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[89] Although many mplementation details are best left to the states and to industry fora

that develop industry standard' pi experience to date shows that the Commission must set strict

time frames on the ILECs for Inplementation and should maintain oversight to ensure that

implementation meets the requ rements. This is the way the typical loop unbundling

implementation process has pr, 19ressed in the states to date

o A State commission or iers unbundling
o The ILEC files "compiJance tariffs" but does not provide the operations support systems

needed for interconnec ing carriers to have the same access to the unbundled element as
the ILEC has.

o The interconnecting ca riers complain about the compliance tariffs but one of those
carriers, facing a busintss imperative to enter the market under any conditions,
concurrently purchases an unbundled loop or perhaps a few

o Initially, ordering and r rovisioning is performed using a manual/paper process, in contrast
to the electronic, real-t me processing available to the ILEC itself

o When the ordering/pro risioning process becomes totally unworkable (typically because
the interconnecting carier seeks to order more than a few loops and the ILEC cannot
handle the order), the i:lterconnecting carrier files a complaint with the state commission.

o The State commissionommences "collaborative meetings" in which the staff requests all
parties to cooperate

o The ILEC uses every opportunity to turn the collaborative processes into resource and
time "black holes" with no firm time frame for resolution of the issues.

The specific situation in New' .ork State, referenced in paragraph 96 of the Notice, is instructive.

The New York Public Service:=ommission ordered New York Telephone (NYT) to unbundle its

links (loops) in 1994. One intt rconnecting carrier has ordered thousands oflinks in Manhattan,

The Commission must~nsure that industry standards are nondiscriminatory and develop in
a fair and open process Currently, Bellcore Generic and Technical Requirements are de
facto standards that an neither developed nor modified in an open manner following due
process. Such Bellcon requirements can be used by the ILECs to place undue burdens on
new entrants into the h cal market who meet lTV standards accepted by most of the
world.
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but has had to do so using a m mual process with little coordination within NYT on "hot-cuts." 111

Service Requests and Firm On:er Commitments are FAXed between companies. NYT will only

commit to perform a coordinated conversion (the coordination required between loop cutover and

number portability) within a t~ 0 hour window This makes it very difficult for the new entrant to

coordinate both internal and e> ternal resources. In a coordinated conversion, it is likely that the

competing carrier's personnel reed to be taking action on their side of the network, along with a

CPE vendor doing work at the customer premises, at the same time that the NYT personnel are

doing the work on their end. IfNYT cannot tell the competing carrier more precisely than

"within two hours" when the c mversion is to take place, the competing carrier's personnel -- and

the CPE vendor's personnel -- ire left stranded while waiting for the NYT personnel It's akin to

requiring the electrician, drywc 11 person, and plumber to all show up at the same time, and one

says, "I'll get there sometime ater lunch" Moreover, NYT currently quotes purchasing carriers a

ten business day interval for pI )Vision of a loop, which is a far longer interval than it quotes its

customers for provision of bas c exchange service. It also is MCl's experience that unbundling

issues referred to industry fora are never resolved in a timely fashion. Issues referred to the

Information Industry Liaison ( ommittee have lain dormant literally for years, and many long-

pending unbundling issues fror 1 the Open Network Architecture and other proceedings remain

.!JF Hot cuts" is a term use1 to describe a real-time transfer of a customer from one carrier to
another. These are typically performed at night to lessen the likelihood that the cut will
cause an interruption 0 'service.
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[80-82] Some of the nttional rules should allow state variation; others should not. For

example, as shown in Table 2, ~here should be a number of national requirements concerning real-

time access to back office pro( esses (these usually take the form of the same "electronic bonding"

access that the ILEC enjoys), l ut since each ILEC is likely to have its own back office processes,

the specific implementation of his requirement may vary both from state to state and within

states. Consistent with this vit w, MCI believes the Commission should adopt a national rule

requiring ILECs to fully impleJ nent all the prerequisites for nondiscriminatory access to the

unbundled elements within six nonths of the conclusion of negotiations and arbitration, with

penalties for failure to implemt nt that are sufficiently large to deter delay The Louisiana Public

Service Commission has adopt~d rules (Order No. U-27949-TT, 3115/96, Section 1001(A), (C),

and (D), and Section 1101(F» with specific unbundling, nondiscrimination, and timing

requirements that could provia c a useful basis for Commission rules, though they must be

supplemented by the requiremt nts proposed in Table 2

2. Network Elements Are Different from Retail Services

[84, 90] The distinctiol in the Act between a network element and a telecommunications

service is straightforward Tht network consists of elements that can be connected in different

See Guggina Affidavit, attached to Exhibit B to MCI Comments, Computer III Further
Remand Proceedings: Bell Operating Company Provision ofEnhanced Services, CC
Docket No. 95-20 (file! April 10, 1995); Guggina, Toubassi, Jordan, and Joerger
Affidavits, attached to.~x parte letter from Frank Krogh, MCI, to William Caton,
Secretary, FCC, dated\pril 25, 1996, Computer III Further Remand Proceeding, CC
Docket No. 95-20 (file i April 25, 1996)
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combinations, by different pro' 'iders, to provide a wide array of telecommuncations services. The

elements are defined in the Ac: to be the facilities and equipment in the network used in the

provision of services, and the j ~atures, functions, and capabilities provided by means of those

facilities and equipment Effie ent carriers do not make investment decisions for a network

element (~, a switch) based m the demand for a single service; they make those decisions

based on the demand for all se vices that use that element -- services provided by the ILECs

(both end-user services and inrut services, such as switched access) and services provided by

competing carriers who purch, se the unbundled element from the ILEC in order to provide those

services. Network elements aJ e not service-specific When a competing carrier purchases an

unbundled element from the II EC, it should be able to use that element as an input into any

service requiring that element, but it should not be required to offer every ILEC service that uses

that element The unbundled ( lements should include all the functionalities and features

embedded in them, so that the' can be used in combinations to provide a full array of local

services -- both services proviced by the ILEC and innovative services.

[85] The different standards in the Act for pricing unbundled network elements and

pricing resold retail services reelect the fundamental difference between the purchase of a network

element and the purchase of aetail service. A carrier relying on the resale of a retail service is

constrained to the ILEC's retal structure, which changes as the ILEC sees fit With unbundled

elements, a carrier is leasing th~ underlying facility, equipment, function, feature or capability, and

has both the ability and the res )onsibility to design its own retail services. Moreover, service

classifications often have been deliberately designed to facilitate price discrimination, and
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occassionally subsidies as well- and these distortions will be built into rates for the wholesale

service, which will be priced OJ a "top down" basis. The price of an unbundled network element,

on the other hand, must be set it economic cost both to allow other carriers to make efficient

buy/build decisions and to redt ce the lLEC's ability to engage in anticompetitive strategic pricing.

Some elements can be discrete y identified, costed, and priced, for example, an individual loop or

transport trunk. Other elemen s have large units of capacity, such as switches, and the prices

should be set at the underlying costs of providing that capacity (See the discussion of paragraphs

98-100 on the unbundled local switching element below)

3. Unbundled Network Elements Must Be Made Available

[93] The unbundling of all four categories of elements identified in the Notice -- loops,

switches, transport facilities, al d signaling and databases -- is technically feasible, and necessary

for MCl's ability to provide sel vices it seeks to offer, and would not involve proprietary interfaces

or technology. Unbundled 100 )S already are tariffed in Michigan, Illinois, New York,

Connecticut, and Maryland A, explained in Table 1, it also is technically feasible to unbundle the

subelements of these four cater.aries. The lLECs already possess the technical standards

necessary for each of these elel nents and need only make them public so carriers may incorporate

them into their network design,

a. Loop Plant Must Be Unbundled into Subelements

[97] MCl agrees with he Commission that the local loop should be further unbundled

into network interface device, oop distribution, digital loop carrier/analog cross connect, and

loop feeder. None of these ill' Jive proprietary equipment MCl cautions that any lLEC claims of
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technical infeasibility to unbundle loop subelements, although false, must not be used to delay the

availability of the unbundled lo~alloop.

b. An Unbundled Local Switching Element Must Be Made Available

[99-10 1] The ULS elenent, equivalent to the virtual lease of switch capacity, consists of

all the functionalities residing i I a central office switch and/or remote switching systems needed to

provide the fully array of local exchange services, including switched access service -- dialtone,

screening, recognition of servi\ e request, recognition of call-specific information, digit analysis,

routing, testing, recordings, si~nal generation, call completion or handoff, SSP functionality and

tables, PIC tables, trunk tables class of service tables, data ports for remote access to switching

functions, CLASS tables, and \rN tables In purchasing the ULS element at an end office, a

carrier commits to the purchas ~ of a minimum block of line ports, a minimum level of trunk port

capacity, and a minimum level )fbusy hour switch capacity for a minimum period of one year,

thus sharing the investment risf with the ILEC.

[99-102] Switching co' ts are a function ofline connections, trunk connections, and busy

hour demand on the switch maTix and processor, and therefore the rate for the ULS element

should have an element relatinl, to each, set to recover the associated TSLRIC costs. Line

connections should be recover, ~d through a per-line charge on the contracted capacity, with an

additional per-line charge asse~sed if the purchaser exceeds its contracted level. Trunk

connection costs should be ree wered through a minute-of-use charge since in a ULS environment

each trunk port is effectively a common resource originating/terminating traffic from/to each

ULS-based provider (includin~ the ILEC, itself). Busy hour costs, caused by demands on the
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switch matrix and processor, slOuld initially be recovered through a combination of usage and line

charges reflecting the relative lise of the matrix and processor for line-to-line connections (line

charges) and line-to-trunk con lections (usage charges)2fr In the future, it may become

appropriate to adopt a rate stn ,cture that recovers busy hour costs through a busy hour demand

charge, probably applied to a l ontracted level of busy hour demand measured in busy hour call

attempts It is impractical to d ) that now, however, because new carriers do not have information

on which to base projections (~'busy hour usage, and in the absence ofILEC back office

processes cannot even project Nhen they can begin to offer service to new customers.

[99-102] Since the ILl Cs do not incur the cost of vertical features on a usage basis,

optional functionality to suppc·"1 CLASS/custom calling features should be included with the

contracted capacity Functiontlity to construct Centrex-type offerings should be available at cost-

based rates. If the ILEC can d~monstrate measurable incremental cost associated with these

features, then a charge set at 1 SLRIC can be applied If not, then Centrex functionality should be

included as non-chargeable op ions, like vertical features Switching "ports", as defined in New

York, do not provide competilg carriers unbundled access to all the functionalities in the end

office switch, and do not allo\ll competing carriers to provide the full array of local services (in

particular, switched access ser :ice), and therefore do not represent an unbundled element.

[102] Under the ULS ~lement, the ILEC is free to route the purchasing carrier's traffic

There would be no usa>se charge for an intraoffice call since such a call only requires a line
port to line port connel tion. There would only be a usage charge (no line charge) for an
IXC purchasing a ULS element to originate or terminate calls to ILEC customers; if an
IXC were terminating, call to a CLEC customer served through the ULS element, then
the IXC would pay the CLEC the usage charge for terminating the call.
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through the switch in whatevf r fashion the ILEC chooses, as long as the carrier receives all the

capacity it has contracted for and the same grade of service as the ILEC itself.

c. Unbundled Transport Subelements Must Be Made Available on an
Unrestricted Basis

[105, 106] As the Commission has tentatively concluded, it is technically feasible to

unbundle direct-trunked and t3 ndem-switched transport and special access facilities -- such

unbundling already exists. Tht same sorts of facilities are used to transport traffic from ILEC

central offices to IXC POPs, tl competing carriers' switches, or to other ILEC central offices, and

therefore unbundling these als( is technically feasible MCI agrees with the rate structure and

unbundling oflocal transport S 19gested by the Commission, but as discussed in Section V, the

rates for each of these should I 'e set at TSLRIC, not at current levels. lli Dark fiber must be

available as a separate element

d. Unbundled Signaling Systems and Databases Must Be Available to
Telecommunications Carriers

[107-116] As the Corr mission notes, the 1996 Act contemplates the unbundling of

ILECs' signaling systems and ( atabases, specifically including "databases" and "signaling systems"

in the definition of network elt ments. The Act does not set any limits on the databases or

signaling systems to which thi~ requirement applies. There are two types of databases necessary

to route, complete, and bill bOI h simple and complex calls -- those that support call processing

applications (u., line informa ion database (LIDB) and advanced intelligent network (AIN)

The RIC, which is not l cost-based charge, but rather is set to meet a rate-of-return
revenue requirement, i' not consistent with the pricing standard in the Act, and must be
eliminated
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database) and those that suppcrt non-call processing applications (eg., customer payment

records) In addition, signalinr is required to access call processing databases using transport

links and messaging protocols· hat are separate from the transport and switching used to complete

the actual call. All ILEC datar ases and signaling capabilities must be unbundled and made

available to telecommunicatior s carriers for discrete purchase on a nondiscriminatory basis. Table

3 provides a nonexhaustive Iis1 of the databases to which telecommunications carriers should have

access on parity with the ILEC -- generally via electronic bonding. Of course, access to databases

that contain CPNI must confOl m with the requirements of Section 222 of the Act, Privacy of

Customer Information. Telec( mmunications carriers also should have access to signaling

parameters, such as CIP (CIC vithin the SS7 call set-up signaling protocol) and Calling Party

Name within the SS7 call set-L p signaling protocol, as well as to CLASS features.

[ I07 ] The CommissiOl should require access to unbundled databases to include the

provisioning of the data in the;ame fashion as the ILEes frequently do with one another today.

In California, GTE provides diectory listings to Pacific Bell for a joint directory assistance

database that Pacific Bell copit s for GTE. Carriers should be able to participate in the same type

of arrangement -- but Pacific fell has refused to permit this. Also, the information should be

provided to carriers in the sam ~ format as it is provided to ILECs, namely by tape or other

electronic means.
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All telecommunications carrie!, must have nondiscriminatory access via electronic bonding to the
following minimum list of data~)ases:

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

LNP Database
LIDB
Directory Assistance
Toll Free Databases
Centrex Business Grou p Database
Listing Services Databijse
Intercept Database
Operator Reference Dc; tabase
CRIS
Service Location Datal ,ase
ALI Database
MSAG
OSS Databases
TMN Type Database
RepairlDispatch Datab tse

o

o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Installation/Order Processing
Databases
Switch Network ID Database (with
complete list of feature/functions by
switch, NPA1NXXs, bus/res, line
counts, rate centers, etc.)
Local Calling Area Database
CMDS System
Inventory Database
Number Assignment Database
Usage Data
Customer Payment Records
Emergency Services Database

[108] In considering the unbundling of signaling systems and databases it is essential to

distinguish between the unbunl !ling of and access to the physical components of these systems and

the unbundling of and access tl \ the logical elements of the ILECs' networks. Unlike

interconnection for traditional elecommunications services, where the focus is on the points of

physical interconnection and H e availability of unbundled facilities, the focus in unbundling of

databases, signaling systems, 81d other intelligent network functions is on access to the logical

elements that permit control 0 1 various network functions

[108] At the physical It vel, interconnection of signaling systems today is largely

accomplished at the level of th; Signal Transfer Point (STP) for real-time control of call set-up

and certain vertical features, S\ ch as 800 service and caller ID. Other functions, such as
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downloading of information fn ,m a Service Management System (SMS) to a carrier's Service

Control Point (SCP) are accon'plished via a direct connection to the SMS. An important reason

for unbundling the physical ele nents of the intelligent network is to prevent manipulation by the

ILECs of the pricing ofinterc('!1nection to the disadvantage of interconnecting carriers.

[109] MCI believes tha specifying particular services to which an unbundled access

requirement would apply, as in the Colorado requirement, or specifying particular physical

network components to which unbundled access must be granted, as in the Hawaii approach, will

fail to accommodate the rapidl developing features of the intelligent network. The approach

established in the Louisiana rul ,~s -- that ILECs must provide unbundled access to functions used

in providing services to its OWl customers -- is the preferable approach. As a general principle,

competing carriers should be p.~rmitted to stand in the same relationship to intelligent network

components as the ILEC does Nhen it offers intelligent network services to its customers. The

variations cited in the approacl es adopted by states do not reflect differing circumstances -- the

signaling protocols and netwoT k. interfaces involved in intelligent network functions are largely

standardized in the local excha Ige industry -- and a uniform standard requiring access to signaling

systems and databases by ILE< s and competitive carriers alike is appropriate.

[110] The provision of :tdvanced call processing services relies upon discrete building

blocks contained in Bellcore's . pecifications of the Advanced Intelligent Network. The

identification of these building !Jlocks and appropriate interface points has been the task of the

Information Industry Liaison ( ommittee ("HLC") Issue #026 Task Force on Long-Term

Unbundling. The report ofthal group, adopted in April, 1995, contains a description oflogical
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intelligent network elements, ald can serve as a useful framework for identifying components that

should be made available on aJ unbundled basis. This report also will be useful in implementing

Section 259 of the Act, Infrast ucture Sharing

[110] Many of the intel faces outlined in the IILC document specifically permit the

interconnection of competitive carriers' call processing databases with intelligent network

elements of the ILECs. In paf1lcular, two interconnection points are available today: (1) LEC

Service Switching Point (SSP) to non-LEC Service Control Point (SCP); and, (2) Non-LEC SSP

trigger control at the LEC swit ;:h. The Commission should order implementation of access to

these two interconnection poins immediately, and should refer implementation of the remaining

interfaces specified in the IILC Issue #026 consensus document to an established technical forum,

closely monitoring the activitie, of the forum to ensure that implementation of access to the

remaining interface points is a( ;,:omplished within six months of the end of an initial negotiation or

arbitration process. Appropria le mediation functions needed for the remaining interfaces should

be determined by an industry s udy effort, and should be applied only when such mediation is

substantiated. Also, any medic,tion put in place should apply equally to competitive carriers and

to the ILECs' own use of intell gent network elements

[113] MCI has noted Sl veral issues with the joint LEC IN test proposal in its ex parte

comments on Docket 91-346. These issues are summarized below

• The goals and objectiv\ S of the proposal are vague and ambiguous.

• The process proposed or performing additional studies could delay or even prevent the
offering of IN capabilit es while giving the appearance that progress is being made.

• There is too much empmsis on revisiting aspects of unbundling that the IILC has already
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reviewed in great detai , spending nearly four years to determine the needs of the enhanced
service provider indust y for network unbundling

• Most competitive carri!~rs will not participate in such a one-sided test of technology
because their participat Ion may be mistaken for concurrence

The provision of unbundled At N capabilities should be based on the network evolution plans

depicted in IILC Issue #026. "he Commission must ensure that the ILECs do not lure the

industry into another activity t tat serves only to forestall the implementation ofIILC Issue #026.

The Commission must designa· e an industry forum to oversee the development of requirements,

implementation, and testing 1 he Commission should closely monitor such activity to accomplish

its statutory responsibilities an I to prevent unnecessary delays.

[115, 116] MCI believes that the Louisiana requirement prohibiting ILECs from accessing

the CPNI of an interconnectini, carrier is necessary and appropriate, and should be implemented

as a national requirement MC r also agrees that billing information, subscriber numbers, and

operator call completion servi< es should be required under national rules to be made available as

unbundled elements. The Con mission must interpret the phrase "information sufficient for billing

and collection or used in the trmsmission, routing, or other provision of a telecommunications

service" to require the provisi< n of unbundled access to subscriber number information sufficient

for the provision of directory, ssistance and call completion service by interconnecting carriers,

using the interconnecting carri ~rs' own operators.

[116 ] The Commissiol! should find that the requirement to make available

nondiscriminatory access to UT bundled databases includes both directory assistance and directory

listings. As with operator sen Ice calls, 15 to 25 percent of the local directory assistance calls
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(more than 1 billion calls) are !'rocessed for call completion as part of the directory assistance call.

In order for carriers to be able to perform call completion in connection with directory assistance,

they must have the underlying lata in their own directory assistance databases. Carriers should be

able to purchase the unbundlec directory platform, the unbundled directory database and

subdatabases, or the unbundle< directory data. As explained above, sharing directory assistance

information is not a new conCt Dt; it has long been done by ILECs. A 1989 California ruling

specifically addressed Pacific Fell and GTE-California sharing directory assistance data to create a

database that was then providt d to both. (Re GTE California Incorporated, 31 CPUC 2d, 370

(1989»

C. Nondiscriminatory Interconnection Is Needed for the Competitive Provision of
Telecommunications ",ervices

MCI agrees with the te"1tative conclusion of the Notice that

• [SO] Uniform interconrection rules would facilitiate entry by competitors.

MCI also believes

• [63] The Commission ~hould require ILECs to meet the minimum requirements for
nondiscriminatory acce~s to interconnection facilities and operations support systems
listed in Table 2 within 6 months of the conclusion of initial negotiations and arbitration.

[60,63] As Sections 2~ I (c)(2)(C) and 251(c)(2)(D) recognize, mere interconnection will

not promote telecommunicatic'1s competition if interconnecting carriers are disadvantaged by the

terms, conditions, and arrange! nents for interconnection and the quality of service available to

them. Competitively-neutral irterconnection requires proper pricing, technical standards, and

access to information and opel Itions support systems needed for nondiscriminatory quality of

service, order processing, pro' lsioning and installation, trouble resolution, maintenance, customer
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care, monitoring of service que lity, recording, and billing It also requires strict time frames for

accomplishing these tasks. Th, ~se requirements must apply both to the physical interconnection of

networks and the transport an< termination of the traffic exchanged. The Commission should

require ILECs to meet the min mum requirements listed in Table 2 within 6 months of the

conclusion of initial negotiatiol:s and arbitration.

[61] To facilitate the rc Ie State commissions will play implementating their portion of the

1996 Act, the Commission shoJld require ILECs to publish reports comparing ILEC intervals and

levels of services for these inteconnection facilities and functionalities to those offered to

interconnecting carriers Thes' , reports should include data on completion of installation orders,

average length of outages, per, entage of call failures, etc Having this information readily

available will permit states to r lpidly determine what is specifically required by each ILEC

receiving a request for intercOl nection in their jurisdiction

[64, 65] MCI believes j hat the tentative conclusion of the Notice that the 1996 Act allows

the Commission to order ILE( s to make available a variety of types of interconnection -

physical, virtual, and meet poir t -- is insufficiently comprehensive Although the Commission can

order ILECs to make these tyr es of interconnection available, it cannot limit the interconnection

possibilities to these three Th ~ Act explicitly requires ILECs to interconnect with

telecommunications carriers at any technically feasible point Collocation is but one form of

interconnection. So is meet p< int collocation, if that requires the two carriers to agree to a single

point. The choice of interconr ection point must be entirely that of the requesting carrier

[53] ILECs have the oHigation under Section 251(c)(2) to provide interconnection to all
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telecommunications carriers at cost. In the specific situation where interconnection occurs

between two local service pro\ iders, such that each one is providing the same transport and

5/16/96

termination functions for the 0 her, Section 251 (b)(5) of the Act instructs the carriers to utilize

reciprocal compensation arrangements in recognition of the reciprocal functions performed.

Moreover, since it is possible t ) avoid unnecessary billing expenses in a reciprocal situation that

could not be readily avoided ir a typical market situation, the Act explicitly allows the carriers to

consider bill and keep arrangel1ents that avoid billing expenses

D. ILECs Must Interconnect with Competing Local Carriers through the Use of
Competitively-Neutral Reciprocal Compensation Arrangements

MCI believes the COffil nission must adopt the following rules and requirements to

implement a competitively-neu:ral reciprocal compensation arrangement:

• [61-63,226] The Comnission must declare that new entrants competing with the ILECs
in local markets be tree ted for interconnection purposes as "co-carriers".

• [61-63, 226] Each telet :ommunications carrier seeking to interconnect with an ILEC must
designate, for each locd calling area, at least one point of interconnection (POI) on the
other carrier's networl- A carrier may designate more than one POI in a LCA, but cannot
be required to do so.

• [63] Interconnection ffust result in the termination of the competing carrier's traffic at at
least the same level of.ervice quality as the ILEC provides for terminating its own traffic,
without any additional ~harge to the competing carrier to obtain that level of service. It
must be the responsibilty of each carrier -- ILEC and competing carrier -- to install and
bear the costs of effici( nt and sufficient facilities to carry traffic from the POI.

• [63] To ensure all camers nondiscriminatory terminating capability, trunking should be
available to any switch· ng center designated by either carrier: including end offices, local
tandems, access tandens, 911 routing switches, directory assistance/operator services
switches, or any other easible point in the network. There should be no limits on the
directionality of the tra ffic carried on any particular trunk groups; all trunk groups should
be designed as two-wa .; for testing purposes, and carriers should have the option of
establishing them as ore way or two way for call completion In additon, there should be
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no restriction on the tYre of traffic that can be combined on a single trunk group unless
signaling requirements dictate the need for separate trunk groups. In those instances
where traffic must be sfgregated by trunk group, it should be the carrier receiving the
traffic that determines tle types of traffic that can be combined on a single trunk group
(e.g., local, intraLATA coll, interLATA access) However, traffic should not be required
to be separated across t-unk groups without sound network engineering. The ILEC must
provide interconnection to and from intelligent network, signaling, monitoring,
surveillance, and fraudontrol points.

1. The CommissiCin Should Explicitly Recognize the Co-Carrier Status of Local
Competitors.

[61-63] The Commissi( n should adopt the principle that interconnecting local carriers are

in a "co-carrier" relationship w th the ILEC -- not a customer/supplier relationship. In the

absence of this co-carrier reqUJement, ILECs would have no incentive to conform to Reciprocal

Compensation arrangements, d~spite being mutually dependent upon competing carriers for the

termination of calls to each oth~r' s networks. ILECs would have no incentive to provide

interconnecting carriers the san Ie level of service they provide themselves. While co-carrier

status imposes responsibilities to the terminating carrier, it does so without discriminating

between the ILEC and the new entrant Over time, each carrier imposes costs upon and receives

benefits from the other. This I, essentially the approach taken by the Washington Utilities and

Transportation Commission in ts recent interconnection order in Docket UT-941464. llI

2. Interconnection Terms, Conditions, and Arrangements Should Not Force
New Entrants 0 Mirror the ILECs' Network Architecture and Design.

[61-63] It is MCl's eXT erience that ILECs use their monopoly power to attempt to

The Washington UTC adopted bill and keep on an interim basis, stating that ILECs and
competing carriers can expect their customers to make calls that will terminate on the
other party's network fhe Commission said that it saw "little potential for harm and
much potential gain" ft " competition.
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impose disadvantageous intem mnection arrangements on competing carriers, who in the absence

of regulatory guidelines are for ~ed to negotiate from a position of weakness. Moreover, a

potential entrant who attempts to stick to a negotiating position may be undermined by another

entrant whose need for immednte cash flow or other business plans forces it to accept the ILEC's

terms. Thus, national rules an' needed that explicitly recognize the need for neutrality across

different business and technolo csy strategies for the interconnection of very different, but

compatible, networks. The inc entives of rate of return regulation moved ILECs to design their

networks in a costly, inefficien manner. These financial incentives were transformed into

engineering standards. In cont·ast, new entrants, having never been guaranteed a rturn on

investment, must have efficienT network designs. These new networks, taking advantage oflow-

cost optical fiber technology, ( ill efficiently provide service using fiber rings and longer loops, but

fewer switches than the ILEC~ If the reciprocal compensation arrangements are based on the

ILEC technology and architect lre, efficient new entrants can be excluded from the market. To

safeguard against this, MCI pr lposes that the Commission implement the following rules:

• When a competing loc, I carrier and an ILEC seek to interconnect, each carrier must
designate, for each loccl calling area (LCA), at least one point of interconnection (POI) on
the other carrier's net"",)fk for the purpose of exchanging traffic. (See POI I in Diagram
2) The carrier's desigr'ated POI is the location where its responsibility for carrying traffic
originating on its netw~ ,rk ends, and where the other carrier's responsibility for terminating
that traffic commences Ui A carrier may designate more than one POI in a LCA, but

If a carrier seeking inte'connection has no facilities in a local calling area, then it must
designate a "virtual" pcint of interconnection somewhere on the ILEC's network in that
LCA, and provide or plrchase from the ILEC trunks to transport traffic from its switch to
that virtual POI, since t has the responsiblity to get traffic to at least one point on the
ILEC's network in eacl LCA (See POl2 in Diagram 2)
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